REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 


Claim 1 has been amended to define applicants' invention. 

Claims 1-9, 11,12 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by 
Wislocky, et al. ("Wislocky," U.S. Patent No. 3,831,067). Further, claims 1, 6, 8, 10, 1 1, and 13 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by Bolgiani ("Bolgiani," U.S. Patent 
No. 5,739,556). Moreover, claimslO and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wislocky in combination with Kouchi (JP55-050659). Also, claims 1-3, 6, 
and 8-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Toyo (JP08-186135) 
in combination with Wislocky. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Claim 1 defines a compression assembled semiconductor package comprising a 
semiconductor die. Claim 1 provides an "insulation ring" comprising an "interior wall" having 
first and second "grooves." Claim 1 further includes "a first rib extending from [a] first pole 
flange and a second rib extending from [a] second pole flange." Furthermore, claim 1 includes 
first and second respective "extending projections" from the first and second flanges, each 
"comprising a squared tab and a semi-circular distal end." The first extending projection is 
"forced into [the] first groove", and the "second extending projection is forced into [the] second 
groove." The die is "held in place between [the] first pole and [the] second pole only as a 
function of compressing [the] first and second extending projections into [the] first and second 
grooves." None of the cited references teach or suggest this combination of elements defined in 
claim 1, either alone or in combination. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner cites to In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 U.S.P.Q. 
964 (Fed. Cir. 1985), and states "with respect to the process limitation of claim 1 ... the prior art 
structure is the same as the claimed invention." The Examiner further states, "[t]he patentability 
of the product does not depend on its method of production. If the product ... is the same as or 
obvious from the product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable!.]" In the present case, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the product is not the same nor obvious over the products 
cited by the Examiner. 
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There is nothing inherently wrong with defining a part of an invention in functional terms 
(M.P.E.P. § 2173.05). In the present case, the first and second extending projections are 
"compressed" into the first and second grooves. 

The structure set forth in claim 1, including the features of first and second extending 
projections each "comprising a squared tab and a semi-circular distal end," and which are 
"forced" into the first and second grooves, respectively, renders additional material, such as 
adhesive, solder or other fixing material typically used in the prior art to secure a semiconductor 
package, superfluous. 

Wislocky, in contrast with applicants' claim 1, requires an adhesive or cement "secure 
headers 25 and 26 to the ring 33" (column 61-64). Bolgiani also does not teach or suggest 
projections that are compressed into grooves and secure the semiconductor housing. Instead, 
Bolgiani teaches spiral recesses 5 that are formed in gate electrode contact ring 4, which absorb 
axial movements produced during assembly, thereby preventing any appreciable load from being 
produced on the material (column 1, lines 57-62, column 2, lines 40-44). With respect to the 
portion of Bolgiani cited by the Examiner (i.e., col. 2, lines 49-52), applicants respectfully submit 
that Bolgiani' s screw 8 which is received by holes is patentably distinct from applicants' claimed 
extending projections and grooves. 

For the foregoing reasons, applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is not anticipated by 
either Wislocky or Bolgiani. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Kouchi and Toyo also fail to disclose these features, as defined in claim 1. 

Claims 2-13 depend directly or indirectly from claim 1 and are, therefore, patentable for 
the same reasons, as well as because of the combination of features in those claims with the 
features set forth in claim 1. Reconsideration is, therefore, requested. 
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The application is believed to be in condition for allowance. Such action is earnestly 
solicited. 
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